
Botetourt County 
Planning Commission Agenda 

 

57 S. Center Drive, Daleville, Virginia 
July 11, 2022, 6:00 PM 

 

It is the intention of Botetourt County to comply with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) in all respects.  If, as an attendee or participant at this meeting, you need special 
assistance beyond what is normally provided, Botetourt County will attempt to accommodate you in a reasonable manner. Please contact us at (540.928.2080 or 
planning@botetourtva.gov) at least 72 hours prior to the meeting to inform us of your particular needs and advise us at that time if you will need accommodations to attend 
or participate in meetings on a regular basis. 

 
1. Administrative Business 

 
A. The Planning Commission will meet in the Kroger parking lot for the field review on Thursday, 

August 4, 2022 at 3:15 PM.  

B. Review and approval of the May 9, 2022 Planning Commission and June 22, 2022 Planning 
Commission Joint Work Session minutes.  
 

2. Public Hearing 
 

A. Amsterdam District:  DTC South Village, LLC requests a Special Exception Permit, with possible 
conditions, to increase the maximum building height above 45 feet, in the Traditional 
Neighborhood Use District in accordance with Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions and Chapter 25 
Zoning, Article, II. – District Regulations, Division 9, Sec.25-207(f).- Maximum height of buildings and 
structures of the Botetourt County Code. This 1.459-acre lot is located across from the Daleville 
Town Center Apartments, at the intersection of Town Center Street (Route 1189) and 
Shenandoah Avenue (Route 1190), Daleville, and is identified on the Real Property Identification 
Maps of Botetourt County as Section 88(8) Parcel 1. 

 
B. Buchanan District: Paul R. and Diane D. Wolff request a Special Exception Permit for a Private 

Airport with possible conditions, to operate a personal airplane in the Agricultural (A-1) Use 
District in accordance with Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions and Chapter 25 Zoning, and Article, 
II. – District Regulations, Division 1, Sec. 25-73(1) Airport, private of the Botetourt County Code. This 
33.79-acre parcel is located at the intersection of Shiloh Drive (Route 612) and Shiloh Church 
Road (Route 692) adjacent to the Shiloh Church and Cemetery at 519 Shiloh Drive, Eagle Rock 
and is identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 28, 
Parcel 94. 

 
C. Amsterdam District:  Wendover Associates LLC (Roanoke Valley Direct Primary Care, PLLC, 

lessee) requests a Special Exception Permit for a medical care facility, with possible conditions, 
in the Business (B-2) Use District in accordance with Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions and 
Chapter 25 Zoning, Article, II. – District Regulations, Division 11. Sec. 25-243(16). – Medical Care 
Facility of the Botetourt County Code. The primary care medical office is proposed within a 
portion of the existing building on a 2.053-acre lot at 25 Wendover Road, at the intersection of 
Roanoke Road (US Route 220), and Wendover Road (Route 794), Daleville, identified on the Real 
Property Identification Maps of Botetourt County as Section 101A(1), Parcel BK1-21A. 

 

Anyone interested in addressing the Planning Commission should complete a “Request to Speak” form and give it to 
Staff before the meeting begins.  Forms are located with the agendas and at Planning Staff’s table.  When your name is 
called, please go to the podium. Please state your name and address before making your comments.  All comments 
must be directed to the Planning Commission members.  Comments made to or from the audience during testimony or 
commission deliberation are not permitted.   Recognized speakers and the audience must be courteous at all times.  A 
time limit of three minutes per speaker (unless otherwise provided for by a majority of the Planning Commission members 
present) will be observed. All cell phones must be set on the mute or silence mode.  
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D. Buchanan District:  RYT LLC (Muhammad Tahir, contractual purchaser) requests a Special 
Exception Permit for a convenience store, with possible conditions, in the Business (B-1) Use 
District in accordance with Sec. 25-583. – Special exceptions and Chapter 25 Zoning, Article, II. – 
District Regulations, Division 10. Sec. 25-223(1). – Convenience store of the Botetourt County Code. 
Consideration of the SEP is limited to a 3.14-acre portion of the parcel already within the 
Business (B-1) Use District and cannot be considered on portions of the parcel located within 
the Agricultural (A-1) or Forest Conservation (FC) Use Districts. The parcel totals 6.27 acres and 
is located at 621 and 21 Frontage Road, Buchanan, at the intersection of Greyledge Road (Route 
611), and Frontage Road (Route F054), identified on the Real Property Identification Maps of 
Botetourt County as Section 53, Parcel 16. 

 
3. Other Business   

 
4. Adjournment  
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Mr. Kidd called the May 9, 2022 meeting of the Botetourt County Planning Commission to order at 
6:04 PM, in the Botetourt County Administration Center Auditorium in Daleville, Virginia. 
  

PRESENT: Mr. Steven L. Kidd, Chairman 
  Mr. Tim Lucas, Vice-Chairman    
  Mr. Hiawatha Nicely, Jr. 
  Mr. Billy Martin, Ex-Officio Member  

Mr. Mike Lockaby, County Attorney  
Mr. Drew Pearson, Sr. Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Jon McCoy, Planner 
Mr. Nick Baker, Code Enforcement 
Mrs. Laura Goad, Administrative Assistant  

  
  ABSENT:  Mr. Sam Foster, Member 
  Mrs. Nicole Pendleton, Director of Community Development   

  Mr. Brandon Nicely, Member 
 
After Mr. Kidd opened the meeting and welcomed those in attendance, he introduced Staff and Planning 
Commission members, and then read the procedures for the public hearing, noting that anyone wishing 
to speak should complete a “Request to Speak” form and give it to a Staff member.  
 
Mr. Kidd stated the Board of Supervisors would hear this request on May 24, 2022 at 6:00 PM at the 
Botetourt County Administration Center. 
 
Mr. Kidd announced that the Planning Commission would meet in the Kroger parking lot for the next field 
review at 3:15 PM on Thursday, July 7, 2022. 
 
Mr. Lucas motioned to approve the April 11, 2022 Planning Commission minutes as written.   
 
Mr. H. Nicely seconded the motion, which was approved 3:0:0:2 for the following recorded vote: 
  
YES:  Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Lucas  
NO:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None 
ABSENT: Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. Foster  
 
 
Public Hearing 
Valley District: The New Beginnings Church at Cloverdale c/o Al Woodie (Holly Hill Lane, LLC, contractual 
purchaser) requests the following: a Commission Permit in accordance with §15.2-2232 of the Code of 
Virginia for the construction of public road(s) and utilities; a rezoning of a 6.868-acre parcel from the 
Residential (R-1) Use District to the Residential (R-3) Use District, with possible proffered conditions, in 
accordance with Section 25-581. – Zoning Map Amendment—Owner Initiated, of the Botetourt County 
Code; and a Special Exception Permit for a private road(s), with possible conditions, in accordance with 
Section 25-583. – Special exceptions., for the purpose of creating a residential development consisting 
of 13 single-family detached zero lot line lots and 15 single-family attached lots. The property is located 
at 8277 Sanderson Drive (Route 605), Roanoke, VA, and is identified on the Real Property Identification 
Maps of Botetourt County as Section 107, Parcel 5B. 
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Mr. Pearson displayed the legal advertisement on the PowerPoint as he read it aloud. He stated the 
Planning Commission was requested to take action on the commission permit, rezoning and special 
exception for private roads. Displaying the zoning and aerial maps, Mr. Pearson pointed out the zoning 
map showing the property highlighted in red and shown in yellow for the Residential R-1 zoning. He noted 
that Cypress Court with single-family attached dwelling units, was north of this property with and 
contained 39 townhome units; the blue area was zoned for Industrial uses across the railroad tracks; 
Sanderson Ridge Subdivision with 36 zero-lot line homes was located to the south with detached homes; 
Altamira Subdivision contained 66 lots for single-family detached, zero lot line homes to the south plus 
the subdivision stormwater basin to the west. Mr. Pearson stated that the Comprehensive Plan called for 
medium density residential in this area, noting the proposed rezoning would be consistent with 
Comprehensive Plan. Mr. Pearson recalled the recent Comprehensive Plan amendment approved to allow 
public water and public sewer service area in this area.  He said the current improvements on this property 
would be demolished, the road would change as he explained the new route the road would take, which 
would be almost across from Richardson Drive, with an additional road for the proposed townhomes. He 
pointed out the railroad behind the Altamira property with the stormwater basin. Mr. Pearson reviewed 
the existing plans as he displayed the new plans. He showed the proposed driveway closer to Sanderson 
Ridge and across from Richardson Drive, with the new main private road to the houses on top of the hill 
with the private road to serve the townhome units. Mr. Pearson explained the topography lines, noting 
the steepness going up the hill with the single-family detached units toward the top.  He said the lots 
ranged from 9,004 square feet to 26,761 square feet and the single-family attached lots ranged from 2,000 
square feet to 4,283 square feet, with a mixture of lot widths, the narrowest at 25 feet, that met minimum 
standards, and that the lots met the minimum lot size standards. Going up to the zero lot line lots, Mr. 
Pearson said one side would have a 20-feet setback, where the other side would have a zero setback on 
13 lots that met the minimum lot size.  He further explained that “Road A” private road right-of-way to 
the houses would have a 40-feet right-of-way, a 20-feet pavement cross section with curb and gutter, 
while the townhome private road would have a 24-feet right-of-way with 24-feet wide pavement that 
would not have curb and gutter. 
 
Mr. Kidd questioned if the roads needed to be constructed to VDOT standards, noting the turnaround did 
not seem to match anything as before. 
 
Mr. Pearson responded that the zoning ordinance did not require VDOT standards, but staff was 
suggesting consideration of a condition that mimicked the base and the pavement cross section for the 
number of trips for the Planning Commission to consider. As part of construction drawings, Mr. Pearson 
stated that Fire and EMS would review the plans and the developers would have to meet their standards. 
 
Mr. Pearson stated the area associated with attached homes did have required open space. He further 
stated the ordinance required ten percent of the area proposed for single-family attached dwelling units 
to be open space with 50% of the open space being improved open space; the concept plan showed 1.3 
acres of open space would be provided instead of the 0.27 acres that would be minimally required; and 
the concept plan showed the location of the improved open space with some sort of amenity, but did not 
indicate the specific improvements. Mr. Pearson discussed meeting the tree canopy requirements as he 
displayed the steep slope, existing driveway pictures, including the flat area with the parking spaces at 
top. Mr. Pearson said it was customary for staff to draft proposed SEP conditions, as he displayed the 
suggested SEP conditions and explained each of them.  
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1. The development of the property shall be constructed in substantial conformance with the 
improvements shown on the concept plan titled Concept Plan for Calvary Tabernacle Property Tax 
Map No. 107-5B, prepared by Lumsden Associates, P.C. and dated April 22, 2022. 

2. The private streets shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the minimum pavement 
section required by VDOT for a typical road section based on the average daily trips. 

3. Prior to the issuance of any certificate of occupancy, the owner or developer shall submit as-built 
drawings, prepared and stamped by a licensed engineer in the state of Virginia, to certify that the 
private roads have been built in accordance with the road construction details included in the 
approved construction drawings for the subdivision’s infrastructure improvements.   

4. Prior to final subdivision plat approval, or simultaneously with the recordation of the plat, the 
homeowner’s association shall be established to manage and maintain all open space areas, 
private streets, and stormwater management areas within the development. 

5. The SEP approval shall not exempt the development from meeting the requirements of the 
Botetourt County Noise Ordinance. 

6. All other specifications and general provisions shall be met as required by the Botetourt County 
Zoning Ordinance and in no instance shall the zoning conditions exempt a project from any local, 
state or federal development requirements, except where allowed by the Zoning Ordinance. 

 
Mr. Pearson noted the public comment from the Cypress Court Homeowners Association regarding the 
stormwater drainage issue. He further noted they ended up paying for erosion and sediment control 
issues from upstream.  
 
Mr. Lucas inquired if erosion and sediment control was shown on plan. 
 
Mr. Pearson responded that the plan did show where some of the detention area was underground, this 
was picked up into pipes, pointing to the area on the concept plan, shown to be underneath the roadway 
for the townhomes, with the release to stormwater management area in the front. Mr. Pearson noted 
this was not an open detention pond, and that with the proposed condition, the developers could not 
install an open detention pond. Mr. Pearson commented that the applicant was represented here tonight.  
 
Mr. Lucas asked if there were any concepts for buildings themselves.  
 
Mr. Pearson replied that the applicant did not have any data on building materials or elevations that were 
submitted. 
 
Mr. Kidd said that he wanted to ask the Board of Supervisors attendee a question.  He brought up a 
request that the Planning Commission heard a few months ago, which was voted down last month by the 
Board of Supervisors. Mr. Kidd said this looked like it was a pretty good development going forward. 
Noting the Planning Commission had another development to look at tonight, he asked Mr. Martin what 
the Board of Supervisors was looking for. 
 
Mr. Martin responded that it was hard to answer and they got a different situation for each project that 
comes up. In the last one, he said a lot of people were opposed to this in the community, and that was 
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one of the reasons, and it was some of the things they said they would do, didn’t look like it would be in 
the, not proffers, but in their agreement. But each one was voted on individually. 
 
Mr. Kidd asked if the Board realized what they could get in A-1. He stated that by-right, the developers 
could have 2.25-acre lots with mobile homes. Mr. Kidd questioned if they were done a service by voting 
that down, reiterating that was a good development going in there, especially with today’s economy, 
noting they may have had more of disservice.  
 
When Mr. Martin offered to discuss this after tonight’s meeting, Mr. Kidd stated that the biggest reason 
he brought it forward was because he was looking for some direction for this hearing tonight.  
 
Mr. Martin responded that this was not the forum to dress down the Board of Supervisors.  
 
Mr. Kidd said he was not dressing them down, he was asking a question; Mr. Martin responded that he 
had answered the question. 
 
Mr. Martin said they treated each request individually just like the Planning Commission, although the 
Board might vote differently on the same request, they didn’t come back and ask why the Planning 
Commission did something.  
 
Mr. Kidd said the point was that the Board of Supervisors had the final say, and the Planning Commission 
wanted to be on board with the Board of Supervisors, and that the Planning Commission looked at the 
land use of the request. Mr. Kidd said his question was what could the Planning Commission do to make 
this a better project to take to the Board of Supervisors. 
 
Mr. Martin then invited Mr. Kidd to the next Board of Supervisors meeting so he could see what they 
looked at and how they did things.  
 
Mr. Kidd called the applicant forward. 
 
Mr. Ryan Seavy, Director, of r(plus) incorporated in Blacksburg, and Mr. Paul Henegar, P.E.  of Lumsden 
Associates, in Roanoke, were both present for this request. 
 
Mr. Seavy stated that Mr. Pearson had covered this thoroughly, he did not have much to add, although 
he wanted to clarify a couple of things. On the architectural quality side, Mr. Seavy said they had a sense 
of type and size of buildings. He further stated the single-family homes patio-style homes would be about 
1500 square feet, and the townhouses would be about same size, although a smaller footprint with more 
than one level. Mr. Seavy said that all buildings would meet one of the many energy savings standards, 
such as EarthKraft, Passive House, Department of Energy, Zero Energy Ready to reduce energy 
consumption. Regarding the roads, Mr. Seavy explained that “Road A” would have the typical section with 
curb and gutter, although the townhouses would not have that because water would not be drained to 
the edge to be collected to the gutter. Instead, the water had to get to the middle where the detention 
area would be. Regarding open space, Mr. Seavy said the open space in the flat area would be developed 
for a dog park, picnic area. He also said these roads would be built to VDOT standards, and if approved, 
they would meet all regulations. He pointed out this was a concept plan, not a fully engineered site plan. 
Mr. Seavy stated that the existing culvert on the property would get moved, cleaned out and they would 
address these concerns. 
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Mr. Kidd wanted to hear about stormwater management and turn-around area.  
 
Mr. Seavy said the turnaround would be more of a T-shaped maneuver that meets the criteria. 
 
Regarding the T-turnaround area, Mr.  Henegar stated the fire marshal would have input. He explained if 
a fire truck had to service a townhouse fire, instead of pulling between townhouses, they might stay on 
the main road, because they would not want to back the fire trucks up a long distance. Mr. Henegar further 
explained it would be up to the fire marshal to dictate what they wanted for safety reasons. He also said 
the developer was currently in the concept phase, and would meet all existing regulations regarding 
stormwater.  
 
Mr. Kidd asked if the road crowned with the road more to center, and if that would go into the stormwater 
engineering. 
 
Mr. Henegar responded that it would, and the design between the townhouses more like a parking lot. 
He thought they would have a curb inlet on both sides, that all the water that’s in-between the 
townhouses would be directed to that. 
 
Mr. Lucas asked if there were no curb and gutter, if there would be a grate in the middle. 
 
Mr. Henegar answered that there would be 24-feet of asphalt that may have pitch one way or another, 
water would probably get directed away into a curb inlet. 
 
Mr. Lucas said he was curious about the rear of the development and the plans for runoff in rear. 
 
Mr. Henegar said the rear of houses on 7,8,9, would probably run back over the hill, the amount of water 
was not going into detention, would be subtracted from the release rate and added into the detention 
basin to make up for it. 
 
Mr. Seavy noted that all current impervious surface being removed would be equal to or greater than the 
new development, noting the impervious parking lot would become a pervious surface. 
 
Mr. Lucas asked if they were doing improvements for lower lots, if that would be accessible for single-
family dwelling homes. 
 
Mr. Seavy said the improvements were only for the townhomes because they won’t have the yards like 
the houses. 
 
Mr. Lucas asked about walkways or a crosswalk for them to get there, saying he did not want them 
straggling across the road, and there should be a clearly designated way for them to cross. 
 
Mr. Seavy replied that could be a marked crosswalk or pathway.  
 
Mr. Henegar added they could have a striped area there. 
 
Mr. Lucas asked about the type of price point. He stated the county needed some more homes, he was 
not trying to downplay what they were doing, but noted if they were priced super high, they would not 
help folks trying to downsize or families just starting out. 
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Mr. Seavy answered that the intention was not to be lower or significantly higher than the area 
subdivisions. He also said the financial liability was dependent on infrastructure with the target market 
for one level homes, smaller footprint. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely stated they had a good business plan. 
 
Mr. Lucas brought up debris as being an issue during construction. 
 
Mr. Seavy responded there were regulations that everybody had to abide by. 
 
Mr. Henegar mentioned that they would also have to post a bond, saying that the county would not  
release the bond until all of this had been resolved.  
 
Mr. Lucas asked about movement of the road. 
 
Mr. Henegar stated that movement of the road was a VDOT requirement. He further stated the existing 
entrance was too close to Cypress Court to meet VDOT requirements, and they were moving the entrance 
over as far as they could. Mr. Henegar said that while VDOT understood, the developer would still have 
to apply for a waiver, that no turn lanes would be required, and that VDOT would also look at sight 
distance. 
 
Mr. Kidd asked about lighting and signage. 
 
Mr. Seavy said there was no particular plan for lighting, but they would meet regulations. He also said he 
did not know the answer to the signage questions, but would meet regulations. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely stated he would like to see curb and gutter all the way through. 
 
Mr. Henegar said with the 15 units, the units were very close and it was not conducive because of all the 
driveways, and gutters would push water toward the homes instead of away from the units. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely that with the crown of the road, somebody was going to get wet.   
 
After further discussion, Mr. Henegar explained they calculated even how deep the water would pond, 
describing at the end of the radius, they could have curb inlets on both sides and run water into the middle 
of the 24-feet access way.  On the back of units, he said they would have diversion or ditches to intercept 
water and have it go around the units, so that water would not go toward the units.  
 
Mr. Martin questioned why they would not have VDOT roads. 
 
Mr. Henegar responded that if the road was built to VDOT standards, it didn’t matter if it’s public or 
private, it was the level of construction that made the difference.  
 
When Mr. Kidd suggested that the grade was steeper than VDOT allowed, Mr. Henegar brought up VDOT’s 
vertical curve stipulations or curves in a sag, although these roads would not have high speeds where 
those are usually seen. 
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Mr. Kidd opened the public hearing. 
 
Ms. Jessica McGuire thanked Planning Commission for their work and hearing their concerns. She stated 
that she represented the Cypress Court community, adjacent to this request. She further stated their main 
concern was how the developer would prevent trash and construction debris in waterway. Ms. McGuire 
explained their concern was because of paying $20,000.00 to have the culvert cleaned due to previous 
building projects on Sanderson Drive. She said there were dump truck loads of trash and silt hauled away, 
they petitioned the Board of Supervisors who said it was not their responsibility, and VDOT said the same.  
Ms. McGuire then showed members pictures of the areas prior to cleanup. She noted this was something 
that was going to happen again if dumped into their community. She stated it was not fair to them, and 
they could not keep handling the expense. Ms. McGuire further stated they continued to clean culvert 
through landscaping contracts, noting that once you move dirt, it affects us, as she asked for help. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely confirmed with Ms. McGuire that she was an officer in the homeowners association. 
 
Mr. Lucas asked Ms. McGuire if the homeowners association was opposed to development.  
 
Ms. McGuire responded that it would be nice if they had a fence beside the townhouses, and the 
homeowners association had not voted on it. She further stated they would be against if this if it was not 
addressed. 
 
Mr. Steven Kelley of Roanoke, displayed the area of his home on the PowerPoint, as he said the main thing 
he wanted to address was the area with natural trees, for which he requested protection. He said his 
other concern was with too much density on lower part. Mr. Kelley noted Cypress Court homes were 
connected with three to four homes each, while there were seven here and eight across the street. He 
then brought up a stream bed that that runs along Sanderson Drive. Mr. Kelley said the stream bed was 
quite wide, water moved quickly in the narrow place and where it widened out, the stream bed ran slow 
in the wider area. He explained the water was actually coming from across the road on the east side, far 
more than what’s coming from this property. Mr. Kelley closed by saying he was not opposed to this as 
long as it would be properly developed. 
 
Ms. Jennifer Hodge, of Roanoke, stressed that Sanderson Ridge was a very specific community with a 
stringent homeowners association and process. She stated that this was horrifying to them. She said they 
wanted this developed properly, and their preference was for this to be managed by all their communities 
so the same regulations would be in place, and they would not have trailers, boats, sheds, and 
clotheslines. 
 
Mr. Bobby Tolley of Roanoke, spoke on behalf of the church, noting this would be great for this 
community, especially with three subdivisions that join this property. 
 
Mr. Kidd asked the applicants to come forward. 
 
Mr. Kidd asked if the church was closing or relocating, and also asked about tree protection. 
 
Mr. Seavy responded that he did not know the answer about the church, and there was an interest in 
these lots to keep the trees. 
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Mr. Henegar said they would keep the trees unless there was a utility there or setbacks to prevent that.  
 
Mr. Kidd emphasized that he wanted to make sure the trees would stay. 
 
Mr. Kidd then asked about a fence between Cypress Court and this development, maybe not at the 
houses, but where the townhomes would be located. 
 
Mr. Seavy replied that a vegetative fence or an actual fence was not off the table. He noted this was a 
concept plan that did not show every plant or tree, and they could create some sort of barrier. He further 
noted there were some large stones, and the developer wanted to be a good neighbor.  
 
Mr. Lucas asked the applicants to address homeowner standards. 
 
Mr. Seavy said they would have a homeowners association, and would be willing to meet with the 
neighbors, although the homeowners association would not be the same as other communities. He also 
said open space was a requirement by Botetourt ordinance, with the open space located next to their 
pond, not their houses. 
 
Mr. Lucas wanted to know about the narrowness and width of the streambed. 
 
Mr. Henegar commented that this was still in the concept phase, that they wouldn’t do anything to the 
stream in the front, because they were not going to make matters worse. He reiterated the developer 
would have to move the entrance, including designing the culverts based on VDOT requirements.  
 
Mr. Seavy said they were not increasing the impervious surface area.  
 
Mr. Henegar said they would put in a culvert in front of their culvert. 
 
Mr. Kidd stated they should be mindful of being a good neighbor. 
 
There being no one else to speak, Mr. Kidd closed the public hearing. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely stated he thought they did a good job with the request. 
 
Mr. Lucas said he liked the idea, trying to fit a fair amount of spots, like the single-family development, 
and regulations should cover that. 
 
Mr. Kidd remarked that regarding water flow, a lot of water came from across the street, and  this culvert 
would be in front of the Cypress Court culvert. 
 
Mr. Lucas commented they would still have a homeowners association. 
 
Mr. Pearson clarified that the developer would have to establish a homeowners association to meet 
zoning ordinance requirements.  
 
Mr. Lucas motioned to approve the Commission Permit request for roads and utilities by The New 
Beginnings Church of Cloverdale with a recommendation of approval.  
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Mr. H. Nicely seconded, which was approved 3:0:0:2, with the following recorded vote: 

YES: Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Lucas 
NO: None 
ABSTAIN: None  
ABSENT: Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. Foster  

Mr. Lucas motioned that the zoning map amendment for The New Beginnings Church of Cloverdale be 
forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a recommendation of approval. 

This recommendation is made on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-581 of the Zoning 
Ordinance have been satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare, and is good zoning practice. 

Mr. H. Nicely seconded, which was approved 3:0:0:2, with the following recorded vote: 

YES: Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Lucas 
NO: None 
ABSTAIN: None  
ABSENT: Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. Foster 

Mr. Lucas   motioned to forward the request special exception permit for private roads on the property 
of The New Beginnings Church of Cloverdale be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors with a 
recommendation of approval with the conditions included in the background report prepared by staff and 
as previously stated. 

This recommendation is made on the basis that the requirements of Section 25-583 of the Zoning 
Ordinance have been satisfied, and that the proposal would serve the public necessity, convenience, 
general welfare and is good zoning practice. 

Mr. H. Nicely seconded, which was approved 3:0:0:2, with the following recorded vote: 

YES: Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas 
NO: None 
ABSTAIN: None  
ABSENT: Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. Foster 

Mr. Kidd announced all three motions carried, with  public hearings concluded the Planning Commission 
would the begin Comprehensive Plan work session. 

Other business 
Mr. McCoy greeted the Planning Commission and described the information to be presented this evening. 
He stated he would explain the new housing plan portion of the Comprehensive Plan and would then 
request feedback with suggestions.   

After questioning from Mr. Kidd, Mr. McCoy noted that surveys were available online for citizens to 
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provide input on the Comprehensive Plan, and that he had already received some results. 
 
Mr. McCoy noted the Housing Strategies was a new chapter to the Comprehensive Plan and was not only 
good planning practice, but also now required by the state code to consider affordable housing strategies. 
Mr. McCoy brought up previous county housing studies and market analyses, as he mentioned census 
data to create objectives for housing needs and best suited areas for housing development.  Mr. McCoy 
stated that topics included housing stock, housing age, housing type, housing tenure (renter vs 
homeowner, vacant housing, vacancy rate, housing value, housing affordability, recent building, 
community engagement.  Mr. McCoy discussed existing conditions, with median housing values as 
recorded by census bureau. He explained terminology such as vacant housing units, which the Census 
Bureau determined was when no one answered the knock on door. Homeowner vacancy rates was any 
rental unit not rented. Mr. McCoy noted this had a high margin of error and that 2% was a guideline for a 
good healthy level. Rental vacancy rate, might suggest plenty of rental housing available, which 
Mr. McCoy suggested the county was meeting that, especially based on market. Cost burdened 
homeowners were defined as those who spent more than 30% of their income on utilities and mortgage, 
commenting on the desire to reduce the cost burden people face, both as renters and homeowners.  
 
Mr. H. Nicely stated that trend was going up significantly, with apartment costs going up $180 per month.  
 
Mr. McCoy then discussed the following:  
 

• From 2009-2021, there have been 964 dwellings of New Residential Construction, built.  
• He noted the current year figures were incomplete, the trend was going up.  
• Two big studies, 2016 county market analysis and 2019 housing study, identified and incorporated 

into the Comprehensive Plan.  
• Slide on housing 2015-2021.   
• The 2019 community outreach, online survey found that respondents generally favored 

redevelopment over new builds.  
o Over 50% respondents felt hew housing should be in and around towns.  
o Too few housing options for young adults, single person and low income, plenty of 

housing for families, empty nesters and seniors. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely commented that the statement of plenty of housing not a true statement today. He stated 
that the lack of inventory for sale was driving inflation. 
 
Mr. McCoy remarked that housing variety would be useful. He further remarked that as we see more 
manufacturing jobs grow here, the county would like to give more options for families and young folks. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely cited the need for more housing in $275-375,000 range.  
 
Mr. McCoy mentioned the new outreach surveys saying they were, best taken on a desktop due to maps, 
and that he wanted to get as much feedback as possible before the surveys close on June 3rd.  
 
Mr. McCoy then requested feedback. 
 
Mr. H. Nicely said he wanted to see a 250-seat community center.  
 
Mr. Lucas wanted to know if there was a breakdown of house sales with same number of people relocating 
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from one house to a different house with the same number of people.  
 
Mr. McCoy mentioned using building permit data to try to find that answer. 
 
Mr. Kidd and Mr. H. Nicely complimented Mr. McCoy on a great job, commenting that they wanted to 
look this over.   
 
Adjournment  
There being no other business, on motion by Mr. Lucas at 7:49 PM, seconded by Mr. H. Nicely, the Planning 
Commission adjourned with the following recorded vote, which was approved 3:0:0:2: 
  
YES:  Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd, Mr. Lucas 
NO:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None  
ABSENT: Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. Foster 
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Mr. Kidd called the June 28, 2022 joint work session of the Botetourt County Planning Commission with 
the Botetourt County Board of Supervisors to order at 7:47 PM after the Board of Supervisors meeting 
concluded, in the Botetourt County Administration Center Conference Room 229 in Daleville, Virginia. 
  

PRESENT: Mr. Steven L. Kidd, Chairman, Planning Commission  
  Dr. Richard Bailey, Chairman, Board of Supervisors 
  Dr. Mac Scothorn, Vice-Chairman, Board of Supervisors  
  Mr. Brandon Nicely, Member, Planning Commission   
  Mrs. Amy White, Member, Board of Supervisors 
  Mr. Hiawatha Nicely, Jr., Planning Commission 
  Mr. Stephen Clinton, Member, Board of Supervisors  
  Mr. Billy Martin, Ex-Officio Member  

Mr. Mark Popovich, County Attorney  
Mrs. Nicole Pendleton, Director of Community Development   
Mr. Drew Pearson, Sr. Zoning Administrator 
Mr. Jon McCoy, Long-Range Planner 
Mr. Nick Baker, Code Enforcement 
Mrs. Laura Goad, Administrative Assistant  
Mr. Dalton Kaiser, Intern 

  
  ABSENT:  Mr. Tim Lucas, Vice-Chairman, Planning Commission 

Mr. Sam Foster, Member, Planning Commission 
 
 
Mr. Kidd opened the meeting and called the Planning Commission to order.  
 
Mrs. Pendleton turned meeting over to Mr. Larrowe. 
 
Mr. Larrowe noted his appreciation for everyone’s participation, and participants in attendance. Mr. 
Larrowe noted amount of work that has gone into this, and said this should maximize investments in place 
and the possibility for some restrictions being lifted. 
 
Mrs. Pendleton thanked Mr. McCoy, Mr. Pearson, Mr. Kaiser, Mrs. Goad, and Mrs. Bradbury for their 
contributions, as well as the Planning Commission for providing constructive feedback and insight, as she 
said she looked forward to dialogue. Mrs. Pendleton stated that this meeting was not a public hearing, 
and Staff would be happy to engage one on one or in a group setting later because tonight’s dialogue was 
for discussion between the Board and Planning Commission. She further stated materials would be 
available for folks later, as she provided a refresher on the Gateway Crossing status. Mrs. Pendleton stated 
that zoning is about striking a balance of private property rights and public interests; and that by having 
adopted codes and plans in place, they are presumed to be reasonable today.; The state enables local 
government to have plans and codes to reduce congestion on streets, protect historic areas, encourage 
economic development, and provide appropriate pathways to develop properties. Mrs. Pendleton further 
noted the ordinance was meant to evaluate when changes were appropriate for development and to talk 
specifically about Gateway Crossing with the constantly changing environment. 
 
Mr. Pearson welcomed all, explaining that the ordinance was applied when projects come in, as he 
pointed out interest from developers. Mr. Pearson displayed a proposed apartment complex site at 
current Howard Johnson site, as he explained that in some cases the overlay could be used to make 
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requirements less restrictive. Today without the overlay, Mr. Pearson said developers would have to 
rezone from B-2 to R-4, with a SEP for increased density. He explained that the overlay looks at the kind 
of uses to combine a mix of uses, and in this case, the developer would meet the R-4 standards without 
rezoning, and they would only have to request a SEP for increased density, making it a simpler process for 
the developer. In this case, the developer plans to raze existing buildings and provide some commercial 
on the adjacent lot. He further explained the county hoped to encourage new growth to fill vacant 
properties and redevelop other properties. Regarding the same piece of property, Mr. Pearson said 
another developer contacted us about creating multiple apartments by keeping the buildings intact.  
 
Mrs. Pendleton mentioned the first developer had other site plans in the office and had an interest in the 
county. She said that Staff asked them for their feedback on the proposed Overlay District, and it was 99% 
positive, that they were here because of the Board’s vision, and it was important to recognize the good 
work done since 2015, some of which were grant funded processes. Mrs. Pendleton explained that the 
Board of Supervisors authorized the text to go to public hearing as soon as 2018, but with staff turnover 
and then the pandemic, the county was not able to move as quickly. She further explained that Mr. Jon 
McCoy, has been able to put a new set of eyes on the code and provide some feedback utilizing his past 
experience as a consultant across the state. in She then read the Board of Supervisors’ vision slide, that 
was reaffirmed in 2022 at the Board’s retreat: 

 The Exit 150 area is a gateway not only to Botetourt County, but to the entire Roanoke 
Valley, the Shenandoah Valley, Central Virginia and the Virginia Highlands. It is the starting point 
for visitors in search of scenic beauty, history, culture, and outdoor adventures. A nucleus of 
restaurants, lodging, entertainment, trails, and residential options, the Gateway Center lures 
travelers off the highway, hosts visitors, and provides convenient housing in the midst of varied 
amenities. Through design and dedicated effort, it serves as the major connection that 
economically and physically unites all areas of our county.  

 
Mr. McCoy displayed the overlay slide as he described the overlay as layers over Lego blocks, pointing out 
how the overlay existed on top of zoning, and supplements it.  He explained the current zoning would 
remain in place, that the overlay is a standard that provided flexibility in design, set of standards for one 
area of Botetourt, based on years of planning and visioning, permitted by state code, a tool to guide 
development to an appropriate location, a tool to foster an attractive entrance into Botetourt.  Mr. McCoy 
further explained it was not restrictions preventing development. He noted that design standards could 
be part of a SEP, with restrictions against existing uses. Mr. McCoy stated it was not a means to take 
agricultural land, or a tool to guarantee development would occur, rather it is a method to encourage 
development in an appropriate location.  
 
He displayed a slide depicting Rt. 11 near Country Cookin’, with the next slide showing how it could look 
with development closer to the road. The next slide showed Hardees, and how development could be 
redesigned with mix of uses and increased parking. Mr. McCoy discussed the overlay’s purpose to 
encourage efficient use of land with increased density, create walkable, pedestrian-oriented development 
with mix of land uses, with tools provided to implement these plans, as he highlighted the Board’s vision 
for the Exit 150 area. As he displayed the next slide regarding the adopted Urban Development Area as 
part of the Comprehensive Plan, Mr. McCoy stated that Zoning is a tool meant to implement the 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 
Mr. McCoy brought up the establishment of subdistricts, with an overlap in lot and building. 
 
After questioning by Mr. Clinton, Mr. McCoy pointed out US Rt. 220, Rt. 11, noting that the yellow was 
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the R-1 Use District zoning, then dark green for Forest Conservation, light green for Agricultural A-1 and 
various other use districts, the heavy lines show the various subdistricts. He further noted the heavy lines 
indicated the three subdistricts. 
 
Mr. McCoy said the residential subdistrict, highlighted red lines, was intended to provide residential and 
small-scale commercial uses. The community business subdistrict highlighted in blue was intended to 
balance residential with commercial. The interstate subdistrict, highlighted in pink, focused more on 
business, with an intent to focus on existing businesses. 
 
Mrs. Pendleton stated the key point was that these three districts were intended to provide a different 
focus on use types, with the Residential subdistrict focused on residential uses, the Community Business 
subdistrict focused on a mix of residential and local commercial, and the Interstate Business subdistrict 
focused primarily on interstate commercial uses.  
 
Mr. McCoy commented that after hearing questions and concerns, the interstate subdistrict had been 
reduced in total size. He presented a map identifying the parcels located in the Interstate Business 
Subdistrict. He pointed out a single-family dwelling, a VDOT parcel, Hardees, Motel 6 and Cash Building 
Supply. He further commented that to give an understanding of interstate businesses, there were 55 total 
parcels, in this subdistrict, with 22 vacant and shown in green. Mr. McCoy mentioned that the yellow 
parcels would have no change in use impact as the parcels already permit B-2 uses. Mr. McCoy stated the 
only change would be with development standards, there were no changes in use and they could have 
more density. He further stated the uses in red on the Interstate Business-Parcel Analysis were currently 
conforming, and would become nonconforming if passed, including the two single-family dwellings, which 
would not be a by-right use. 
 
Mrs. Pendleton explained that conforming meant the use could be continued or expanded. 
 
Mr. McCoy explained that nonconforming meant the use could continue, but it could not expand, as he 
noted that B-2 was the most business friendly, and would have a few more uses in the overlay. He then 
explained that roughly 10% would become nonconforming. 
 
Mr. McCoy displayed the Permitted Uses slide. This slide included the purpose, example of by-right uses, 
and example of SEP for each subdistrict. He explained the lot and building requirements, taking existing 
R-3, R-4 building requirements and applying to the overlay, with bringing the building closer to the street 
and building facades intended to provide people with more interest, height requirements, a business 
owner could have 45 feet in height by right for residential and community subdistricts, and up to 60 feet 
in the interstate business subdistrict. 
 
Mr. Pearson stated the Gateway Crossing Area Plan already had a vision for what street crossings would 
look like, with the number of travel lanes set out, and on street parking, and the standards in the overlay 
district would bring forth these requirements with the new subdivision of land and those regulations 
would apply. He noted the block lengths of lots would have relaxed regulations of 750 feet between public 
intersections. Recognizing that restaurant trends have changed, Mr. Pearson stated staff’s 
recommendation that the parking requirements be reduced. He went on to discuss sidewalk 
requirements, that could be waived by the zoning administrator, otherwise, sidewalks would be required 
for new and existing properties with certain renovations. Mr. Pearson explained parking standards would 
be relaxed in some parts of the overlay area, the county would reduce restaurant required parking, this 
would reduce minimum parking to 90% of the underlying district, on street parking immediately adjacent 
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to the parcel could count toward the parking requirements, a maximum of two rows of off-street parking 
would be allowed in front yards, and that drive through facilities between building and right-of-way would 
be prohibited. He noted the overlay was intended to relax some standards, and would not prevent a 
developer from developing Hardees as currently built. He also touched on requiring designated bicycle 
racks for uses requiring ten or more parking spaces.  
 
Mrs. Pendleton commented that bicycle racks would not be required tomorrow, instead, what triggers 
this would be a change of land use, when there’s a significant investment there’s opportunity for change. 
 
Mr. Pearson brought up drive-thru windows, noting the potential for conflict points between pedestrian 
and vehicles, as he displayed a Starbucks in Roanoke that allowed a drive-thru on the side with pedestrian 
entrance/access, and parking to side and rear of building. All the components of that site would conform 
to the proposed text. 
 
Mr. Pearson discussed landscaping, buffering, screening and signs. He stated there was no reduction or 
changes to existing landscaping, buffering or screening. The sign ordinance remained unchanged, except 
through removal of square footage maximums. He explained the overlay relaxed this standard of 
maximum aggregate, so you don’t have to pick and choose, although businesses would still be subject to 
maximum for each type of sign. 
 
Mr. McCoy mentioned voluntary design guidelines. He said they were intended to show desired 
development and building features, such as windows, breaking up of landscaping, roof line variations, and 
the like. He wrapped up the presentation by providing implementation recommendations, and provided 
a link to the story map tool. Mr. McCoy also said Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors public 
hearings would be held in August and Staff wanted to continue to hear from the community. 
 
Mrs. Pendleton concluded thatm everyone did a great job of explaining. Welcome comments and 
questions and gave planning email, website, and phone number. 
 
Dr. Bailey thanked everyone, as he said it would be all right for people to ask questions and to hear their 
concerns. 
 
Mr. Robert Young asked what would happen if the County was wrong, and this didn’t work by disallowing 
certain things, as he referred to Roanoke City’s plan and Orange Avenue. He then questioned who else 
owned property at Exit 150 and what would happen if the economy tanked.  
 
When Mrs. Pendleton asked Mr. Young a question, Mr. Young responded that the County was getting rid 
of B-3. She then explained that the was not changing B-3. 
 
After Mr. Robert Young, Jr. gave his opinion regarding the overlay district and the area regarding the 
former Cash Building Supply property, Mr. Pearson stated that property was zoned B-3 for lumber and 
building supply sales. He further stated they were still a conforming use to sell granite at that location. 
Mr. Pearson said if they needed to make any changes, such as a hotel site in the past, as people had 
previously thought, they would currently have to have public hearings. After the overlay district, towing 
might become nonconforming, they could continue, and you’ve had interest for a new convenience store 
which would not take a rezoning as it currently would. Mr. Pearson explained the overlay district would 
allow those properties to develop without the rezoning and would only need a SEP. He further explained 
the use was already recognized, would only have to go through the SEP process, now development 
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opportunities with B-2 uses that could occur without rezoning, and developers would only have to go 
through the site plan process. Mr. Pearson stated that the less developers had to go through public 
hearings, the better. 
 
After further discussion, Mr. Young brought up the possibility of text amendments and said this was the 
first time he was seeing this.  
 
Mrs. Pendleton explained this process began in 2015 and reiterated that a community meeting was held 
in 2017. 
 
Mr. Bobby Young, Jr. stated the County was getting rid of 10% of all B-3 and you’re pushing away B-3. 
 
Mr. Goad said that lighting around Exit 150 was industrial, and questioned what would be permitted in 
terms of light generation. He noted if you wanted to attract people from 81, light tends to attract, as he 
asked if this was designed specifically for this area and mentioned 220 ALT, log trucks, if would it be 
feasible to have a building back up to the highway. He mentioned bicycles, noting that several people had 
been killed on Lee Highway. Mr. Goad commented the whole bicycle thing seemed like something needed 
in Northern Virginia, not Botetourt County. He then asked if studies had been done regarding runoff and 
improvements in place to allow the different types of zoning allowed. 
 
In response to Mr. Goad, Mrs. Pendleton responded there was no proposed relaxation of lighting 
standards, with a total change for new uses, buildings close to the street effectively slowed down traffic, 
bicycles, with the overarching and bigger picture for long term, not only connected long-term uses but 
also encouraged multi-modal transportation, there were components about reducing curb cuts, making 
the environmental safer for all modes of travel. She further responded that with apartments, people want 
a different way to get around, and this provided an opportunity. Mrs. Pendleton stated that development 
would be held to the new higher stormwater standards imposed by the state but that there would be no 
additional county regulations that would be different in the overlay than elsewhere in the county.   
 
Mr. Pearson stated the Gateway Overlay would not require someone to build at the road, rather it was 
allowing another opportunity. Referring back to the example of Hardees, he said it could still build just as 
it was today or the new way.  
 
Mr. Pearson stated that developers would have to meet today’s requirements, where we have parking 
standards of 1 space for GFA, the overlay would allow fewer parking spaces, which was more in line with 
today’s trends, and not require more impervious surfaces, which would reduce runoff. 
 
Someone asked the reason of stopping the overlay district near the Comfort Inn.  
 
Mr. Pearson replied that the district went a little further down and took in some of the industrial property 
and with recent discussions, the County was not trying to put industrial properties in the overlay, so it was 
removed recently. 
 
Mrs. Pendleton also mentioned transmission lines. 
 
Mr. Young asked when changes were made to the overlay. 
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Mr. Pearson noted this was a living ordinance and map, with constant changes and public comments. 
 
After further discussion, Mr. Martin thanked Mr. Young for his comments, as he suggested meeting with 
Mrs. Pendleton. Mr. Martin agreed with the need to make it easy for businesses to locate in Botetourt.  
 
Mr. Moorman stated that where we are tonight is to share with the Board of Supervisors, and if Board 
saw fit to move forward, then ultimately the next move would be to public hearings, that would be a 
matter of public record. He further stated that much information had happened, it continued to be 
available, and the County would be happy to provide it.  
 
 
At 9:26 PM, Mr. B. Nicely motioned to adjourn for the Planning Commission, Mr. Kidd seconded, which 
was approved 3:0:0:2, and the Planning Commission adjourned with the following recorded vote: 
  
YES:  Mr. B. Nicely, Mr. H. Nicely, Mr. Kidd  
NO:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None  
ABSENT: Mr. Foster, Mr. Lucas 
 
At 9:27 PM, Mr. Martin motioned to adjourn for the Board of Supervisors, Dr. Scothorn seconded, which 
was approved 5:0:0:0, and the Board of Supervisors adjourned with the following recorded vote: 
 
 
YES:  Dr. Bailey, Dr. Scothorn, Mr. Martin, Mrs. White, Mr. Clinton  
NO:   None 
ABSTAIN:  None  
ABSENT: None 
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DTC South Village, SEP for Increased Building Height July 2022 

 

ADJACENT AND SURROUNDING USES/ZONING 

 Zoning Land Use 

North Traditional Neighborhood District (TND) 
DTC LLC (Town Center Tap House, Little Green 

Hive, Etc) 

South Traditional Neighborhood District (TND) K&M Enterprises Limited Partnership (Lewis Gale) 

East Agriculture (A-1) US Route 220/Dental Offices 

West Traditional Neighborhood District (TND) DTC Apartments LLC 

 

ZONING ORDINANCE REQUIREMENTS – Traditional Neighborhood District (TND) 

Criteria Requirements 
Maximum Density N/A 

Setbacks   

1. Front: Minimum: None. A sidewalk of at least eight (8) feet shall be 
provided along all lot frontages in which the setback is less than 
fifteen (15) feet. No Maximum. 

2. Side: N/A 

3. Rear: Thirty-five (35) feet when served by a rear alley; no rear 
setback required when the rear of the lot also functions as a 
primary access point for pedestrian traffic. No Maximum. 

Lot Coverage (building)  

4. Single-family detached, duplex and single-family attached 
dwelling units: Seventy-five (75) percent. 

5. Multi-family structures: Ninety (90) percent. 

6. Maximum lot coverage for commercial and industrial uses. Ninety 
(90) percent. 

Maximum Height  

7. Maximum height of buildings and structures. Forty-five (45) feet in 
the core area and thirty-five (35) feet in the edge area, except for 
exempted structures provided for in subsection 25-15(b) of this 
chapter, and except by special exception up to a maximum of 
sixty (60) feet. 

 

Granting of the SEP does not absolve the applicant from meeting all permitting and review requirements. Prior to 
construction, the applicant must have an approved site plan, erosion and sediment control plan, building permit, and 
other relevant permits.  

2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, 2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 
The 2010 Comprehensive Plan identifies this area as Commercial on the Future Land Use Map. The Land Use chapter 
defines this land use category as: 

The commercial/office land use category consists of areas where the wholesale and retail sale of goods and services is 
the primary activity. Commercial and office development in the County has historically occurred at Interstate 81 
interchanges and along main transportation corridors where public water and sewer are available in proximity to existing 
and anticipated residential development. 

The 2016 amendment to the Comprehensive Plan identified the Daleville Town Center and surrounding area as an 
Urban Development Area. Urban Development Areas are intended to encourage development that makes use of 
traditional design principles, which are important for the county because they emphasize walkability and a mixture of 
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